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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The 2022024 PA Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan: Pennsylvania Local Park

and Recreation Provider Survey was designed to evaluate the opinions and experiences of those who
provide or make decisions about local park and recreation sandatdsf 1,092 respondents

completed the web survey between April 2 and May 31, 2019, with 81.9% indicating that they
represented a local or municipal government or agenethifri84.4%) were Elected Officials,
onequarter werdppointed Oficials (8.6%), ondifth were park and recreation or public works

directors (19.1%), and the remaining 17.9% were some other type of position. A plurality of
respondents represented populations of less than 5,000 individuals (44.1%), while 36.2% represented
5,000 24,999 people, and 19.7% represented 25,000 or more.

The largest benefisspondentgerceived as being offeredgirlocal governments or agencies

were providing children with a safe place to play, making the communitgesimabte place to

live, and enhancing a sense of commuiyiding opportunities for social interaction was the
third-most valuable benefit in the 2014 iteration of this survey, but this slipped to number six in this
y e ar 0 sGeremally)\ardyansistent with the 2014 results, directors saw more value in the
benefits provided than other respondeagsdid respondents who served larger populations

A majority of directors indicated that their agency provides outdoor +ietseeld
program@s0.1%,) but only38.6%were Get Outdoors PA partndwost directors idicated that

they were not Get Outdoors PA partners because their agency has limited staff, resources, or
knowledge to conduct outdoor recreation programf@itd %) but onequartef28.4%had never
heard of Get Outdoors PAn additional 38.8%f direcbrs reported working with health care
providers ornealthrelated programming.

Looking at sustainable practiteddirectors believe they will use in their park systems over the
next five yearsore than threéfths said that they were extremely likely to plant trees and
streamside buffe(22.8%)utilize LED lighting61.8%)and manage storm water-aofhthrough

open spacgl.2%)Half of directors said that they were extremely likielyaigorate recycling

ard composting53.8%nd touserain gardens or plantings to retain wat&i8%)However,
18.2%said that they were not at all likely to use renewable energy sources in the next five years.

While the opioid crisis has had a substantial impact in Ranieg?.8%of directors indicated
thatopioids havenot impacted their park or recreation services. An additibAétre ported

finding drug paghernalia in parks, aB.9%haveencountered drug use in restrooms or pavilions.
A small portion otlirecbrshave developed substance abuse or awareness pfbQradepr new
recreation programs for those with mental health and addictiods8Ugis response to this

crisis.

Playgrounds were, once agaiantified as the highest priority facility investment over the next
five years, although they were followed closely behind by community or regional trail systems and

Center for Survey Research 1
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community or regional parkeghich replaced neighborhood parks as a top pr@vigrall, results
were similar to the 20%drvey, but respondents indicated a higher level of priority for alhitems
the 2019 survein a repetition othe 2014 resultdirectors provided the highest levels of priority
for facility investment, followed closely behin8lbgted Offcials, anthenby Appointed
OfficialsConsistent with other resultghis surveyrespondents who supported large populations
generally indicated higher levels of prioritfafolity investment.

In corsideration ofunding needslirectorgeported higher levels of tsaxpported funding

increases for capital expenses than for operational expeesal, fewer directors reported
decreases in taypported funding in the 2019 survey than in the 2014 duowkiyng abverall

funding priotties, respondents overwhelmingly indicated that their top funding priority for their
outdoor recreation and conservation efforts was to maintain existing park and recreation areas, with
52.0%of respondents selecting titésn. The nexhighest funding pority, when respondents were
asked to select only omegs building walking paths and bicycle lanes or trails between places of
work, parks, schools, and shopping aHmgeverwhen looking at the relative priority of all
responses, building more greaysvand trails and providing recreation programs at parks and
recreation areas were seen as more imp@targistent with other topics, directors reported

higher priorities for funding recreation and conservation effortSldeted Offcials and

Appoirted Officialsas did those respondents who supported larger populations. Overall, funding
priorities for recreation and conservation effodieased significantly between the 2014 and 2019
surveys.

Top maintenance and management challenges idegtreésddndents included creating new park

and recreation facilities, creating and enhancing trail access and connectivity, and maintaining
existing local parkalthough creating new park and recreation facilities was identified by slightly
fewer respondesiais a challeng@2019 than in 2014 addition, half of respondents identified

providing inclusive programs and facilities for persons with disabilities as being a significant or
major challenge, which was significantly hilgaiethose reporting this challenge in 2014.

Compared to 2019, fewer respondents identified lack of acreage or suitable sites for new parks and
recreation facilities as a significant or major challengé08i#ziting this particular problem.

Looking at emrging trends, the top challenges identified by respondents included responding to
emerging or new types of outdoor recreation activities, providing park and recreation facilities or
services that meet the needs of individuals with disabilities, adite ssokgof youth engagement

in outdoor recreation, improving public health through outdoor recreattiadapting to an aging
population, all of which were mentioned by half of respondéstproportion of respondents
concerned about adapting to gimg population more than doubled from 2014 to 2019, indicating
a significant shift in the fisygar period.

When given the opportunity to share individual comments, respondents overwhelmingly mentioned
funding concerns. Other common themes includes| geaints, programming, maintenance
concerns, and lack of space.

Center for Survey Research 2
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INTRODUCTION

The 2022024 PA Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor RecrB&imRennsylvania Local Park

and Recreation Provider Surweg conducted by the Center for Survey Re4€88) at Penn

State Harrisburg at the request of the Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural
ResourceCNR).The survey was designeé@waluate the opinions and experiences of those who
provide or make decisions about local park and rearsaivices.

At the conclusion of the data collection period, a tolag08fespondents had completedwiheb
surveyAll data were collected betwégmil 2and Mays1, 20D.

Data Analysis Notes

The following notes should be taken into account when reviewing the final dataset:
1. Because the survey was epecess and is notaammdom sample, tfi@al dataset is
considered to bepresentativenlyof the respondents who chose to participate.
2. While esults are included from the 2014 iteration of the survey for comparison purposes, all
data are fronthe 2019 administration of the survey unless otherwise indicated.
3. Percentages may not totalto 100% dtietce e xcl usi on of. 6 Dondt ko
See Appndk A of the report for a map and list of tiegions.
5. See AppendiR for thesurvey instrumenised in data collection.

B

METHODOLOGY

Institutional Review Board

The study protocol and survey instrument were
Research Protections and were subsequently approvedeseaarh undstudy number
00011522b¥ennStatdni ver si tydés Office for Research Prc

Instrument Development

During February and Mar&@019, the CSR project team workeith DCNR to develop and refine
asurveyinstrumeftrc ol | ecti ng data from Pennsyl vaniads
surveynstrument was adapted from a previous survey that was administer#dGe 28ih series

of questions were only administered to thosedembified as park and recreation directors or
coordinators, public works directors, or park superintendents.

Center for Survey Research 3
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The instrumentvasthenprogrammed usir@ualtrics web survey softwa@au a |l t ri ¢ sd onl i r
platformallowsfor complex question patterns and automatic skipping when appropnasddn
seamless flow from one questioth®nextor respondents

Data Collection

Surveysvereseltadministered through Qualtrics Online Survey Platfammey responses were
coll ected through CSRdstwe®hpdalRandViay31,200b sur vey
Distribution of the survey link was the responsibility of DCNR. DCNR partnered with various
organizations to shatee survey linkhrough varioudistribution listsThese organizations
includedCounty Commissions AssociatioPehnsylvania, Pennsylvaede Association of
Boroughs, Pennsylvania Municipal Leg@giensylvania State Association of Township Supervisors,
and Pennsylvania Recreation and Parks SBowetyifferent populations were targeted in data
collectionAppointed Officials, Elected Officials, Park and RecreattRublic WorkiBirectors,
andCounty PlannerBue to the open access nature of this survey, théesainot considered to

be randomly selected; consequently, results are considered todreatpecsnly of those who

chose to participate.

Survey Response

Due to the open access nature of the survey, the total number of invited respondents is unknown.
Therefore, it is not possible to calculate a response rate for this survey.

Data Preparationand Analysis Notes

All completed survey data were extraobed Qualtricsnto Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS) softwiaeda were verified for accuracy of variable coding, and verbatim text was
edited and reoded into additional categories for analysis putpefees final review by tisenior

staff of the Center for Survey Resedtdhould be noted that respondents who indicated that their
position was something other than the list of options prbwidee retained in the survey results;
however,future surveys should include an opailbowing respondents to specify their positfns.
finalsurvey dataset was created in SPSS for Windows 2&ion

Study Limitations

Because the survey was open access, the total number of invited respondents isiunknown.
addition, this nomandomsampling method prevents the use of traditional statistical methods,
meaning that a margin of error cannot be calculated for the survey. The results are only
representative of those who chose to participate. Ru#Ryid not receive a completed survey
from every possible respondent. Because the answers from thespotents could be
different from thos who did participate, noesponse bias exists.

Center for Survey Research 4
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RESULTS

Respondent Profile

In total, 1,092 respondents provided data to at least some quettmssiivey. A series of
guestions was askedltvelop a profile of the respondents completing the survey. The following
section describes the government or agency that the respondents repres@htedstription of

the respondentgeographic representation, and thessfzmpulations served by the respondents.

Government or Agency Represented

In terms of the types afiunicipalities or agencies represented, the results were very similar to the
2014 survey administration. About-onéve (81.9%n= 1,092yespondents represented a local or
municipal government or agency, as compared to 80=%8) in 2014. In addition, 8.9% in the
current survey represented a county, 7.2% came from-anomittipal recreation authority,
commission, council of governments, or4poafit; and 2.0% saf@ther (as compared to 8.2%,

2.7%, and 8.4%, respectively, in 2014), as seen in the next figure. It should be noted that, in 2014,
this question was not asked\ppointed Offcials which accoustfor the drastic difference in

sample sizén addition, the Other response in 2014 included those who tedpaitd to the
guestionOf those whadentified as representing a local or municipal government or agency (
894), 55.4% represented a towms3B.9% represented a borough, and 5.7% represented a city.

Figure 1L Government or Agency Represented, by Survey Year

Which of the following best describes the local government
or agency that you represent? By Survey Year

90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%

81.9% 80.6%

10.0% 8.9% 8.2% 7.2% 8.4%

.0% 2.7% 2.0%

o . mm 2 22
Local or municipal County Multi-municipal recreation Other

authority, commission,
council of governments, or
non-profit

m 2019 (n =1,092)
m 2014 (n =558; Note: Other includes those who did not respond. Not asked of Appointed Officials)
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Respondent Paosition Descriptions

Respondents wetieenasked to select the position that{pelstted to their role in completing the
survey.The mostcommon positionepresented in the survey were township, city, or borough
managers/secretaries (28.8%J1,092), park and recreation directors/coordin&iérg %)

township supervisors/coordinators (15.6%), and borough council members (13.7%). A few
respondents identified as county planners (3.8%), public works directors/park superintendents
(2.7%), mayors (2.5%punty commissioners/council members (1.8#)¢council members

(1.2%), municipal engineers (1.0%), and county chief clerks/administrators (0.4%). It should also be

noted that 13.1%lentified as something else, as seen in the nextAlgtespondents selecting
Something else were retaingtiénsurvey results, duture surveys should include an option
allowing respondents to specify their positions.

Figure 2. Respondent Position Descriptions

Which of the following best describes your position2 ((,092)
0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0%

Park and Recreation Director/Coordinatoil N 16.4%

Directors

Public Works Director/Park Superintenderillllll 2.7%

Township, City or Borough Manager/Secreta il 28.2%

Appointed
Officials

County Chief Clerk/Administratord 0.4%

Township Supervisor/Commission il 15.6%

2]
-?, Borough Council Member NN 13.7%
%
3 County Commissioner/Council Membefll 1.5%
5
| City Council Memberl 1.2%
Mayor M 2.5%

County Planner 3.8%
@ - .
g Municipal Engineer 1 1.0%

Something else 13.1%

Since more categories were available for respondentsin 2019 as compared to 2014, a direct
comparison of results is difficuft this survey, 19.1% of respondénts 1,092)dentified as a
Director (park and recreation director/coordinator or publiksabrector/park superintendent)

as compared to 12.99%61,037)in2014nl t hi s y e a robrespondemtsweryg , 2 8.
categorized agppointed Official¢township, city or borough manager/secretary or county chief

Center for Survey Research 6
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clerk/administrator), as compared.2% in 201About onethird (34.4%) wetElected Officials

in this iteration (township supervisor/commissioner, borough council member, county
commission/council member, city council member, or mayor), compared to 39.9% in 2014. Finally,
17.9% were tegorized eOther (county planner, municipal engineer, or something else), as seenin
the next figure; these categories were not available in 2014.

Figure 3. Respondent Position Descriptionsby Survey Year

Which of the following best describes your position? By

Survey Year
50.0% 47.2%
45.0%
’ 39.9%
40.0%
34.4%

35.0%
20.0% 28.6%
25.0%
20.0% 19.1% 17.9%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%
0.0%

Directors Appointed Officials Elected Officials Other

® 2019 (n=1,092) m 2014 (n =1,037)

Nearly alAppointed Official$97.8%n= 312)and mosElected Official§93.4%n= 376)
represented a local or municipal governmdmnlke ssmaller proportion of directors (73.#%;
209) and those with sof®¢her position (43.1%= 195)said the same, as seen in the next table.

Table 1 Local Government or Agency Represented, by Position Type
Which of the following best describes the local government or agency that you represent?

By Position type

Directos AppointedOfficials| ElectedOfficiak Other

# % # % # % # %
Local or municipal 154 73.7% 305 97.8% 351 93.4% 84 43.1%
County 23 | 11.0% 4 1.3% 15 4.0% @ 55 28.2%
Multi-municipal recreatior
authority, COMMISSION, 50 | 44 405 00% 6  1.6% 43 22.1%
council ofgovernments, or
non-profit
Other 2 1.0% 3 1.0% 4 1.1% | 13| 6.7%
Total 209 100.0% 312 100.0% 376 100.0% 195 100.0%
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Looking at geographic representation, respondents were fairly evenly destrieged

Pennsyl vani ads regi ons, wiréeplesentiagahe [Cegntrag(fjdubgo] nu m
=1,092), Northeast (17.0%), Northern Tier (15.7%), South Central (15.0%), Southeast (19.0%), and
Southwest (18.1%) regioinsaddition, eight responderi@s7%) indicated that they represented

more than one county, as seen in the next fResponses were unable to be compared to the

2014 results duetioe use of different regions in the two survegsa map and list of the survey

regions by countyes AppendiA.

Figure 4. Region of Respondents' Local Governments or Agencies

Region of Respondents' Local Governments or Agencies

(n=1,092)
20.0% 19.0% 18.1%
18.0% 17.0% 1570,
16.0% — 14.5% 0 15.0%
14.0%
12.0%
10.0%
8.0%
6.0%
4.0%
2.0% 0.7%
0.0% f—
Central Northeast Northern Tier South Central Southeast  Southwest Multiple

counties

Responden@iocal governmestor agencies were nearly evenly divided between those located in
urban counties (50.5%5 1,092) and rural counties (48.7@)seen in the next figure.

Figure 5. County Population Density of Respondents' Locabovernments or Agencies

County Population Density of Respondents' Local
Governments or Agencies (n = 1,092)
60.0%

48.7% 50.5%
50.0% :
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.7%
0.0%
Rural Urban Multiple counties
Center for Survey Research 8
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The number of respondents per county ranged from three in Cameron, Forest, Fulton, Huntingdon,
Montour, and Pike counties to 77 in Allegheny county, as seen in the nBafrkeagolors
indicate a higher proportion of survepoasients thavorked in the specified county.

Figure 6. Total Respondents by County

2020-2024 PA Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan: Local Provider Survey
Total respondents by county.

Statewide: 1,092

uzernel

Manroe

Gaiban)
and
Northamptomn
Schuylkill
erks
ucks
ontg

Washington

Source: 2020-2024 PA Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan: Local Provider Survey
-4 PennState
¥ Harrisburg

The 2019 sample skewed toward slightly larger populations served than the 2014 sample. In this
year 0s s ur-infeg(19.7%e=4,0711)yresmomses came from a respondent whose local
government or agency served a population of 25,000 people more, as compared to just 10.2% of
those from the 2014 survéilycomparison, 44.1% of the 2019 respondents served a population of

less than 00, compared to 57.0% in 2014, as seen in the nexéiguureonequarter of all of

the respondent s i nreprebentedapopudation sf less than2 &00 indiv2dGals;7 %)
however, this level of detail was not available for compartiserRidl4terationLooking at

responses from those who represented population sizes of 25,000 or more, 9.8% of all respondents

represented populations of 25,000 to 49,999, 4.5% had populations of 50,000 to 99,999, and 5.4%
had populations of 100,000 ama

- | i
Center for Survey Research W pennsy vania
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Figure 7. Population Size Served, by Survey Year

Please indicate the size of the population your local
government or agency serves. By Survey Year

60.0% 57.0%
50.0% 44.1%
40.0% 36.2%
32.8%
30.0%
19.7%
20.0%
10.2%
10.0%
I
Less than 5,000 5,000 to 24,999 25,000 or more

® 2019 (n=1,071) m 2014 (n = 932)

Respondents who identified as park and recreation or public works directors tended to serve larger
populationsJust 14.2% dbirectors i = 204) served a populationes$s thab,000, as compared

t0 59.5% oA ppointed Officialgn=311), 56.5% dElected Officialgn= 372), and 26.1% of those

with someOther positionrf = 184). Nearly half of directors (48.0%) served a population@t®,00
24,999, and 37.7% served a population of 25,000 or more, as seen in the next figure.

Figure 8. Population Size Served, by Position Type

Please indicate the size of the population your local government
or agency serves. By Position Type
70.0%

59.5%

56.5%

60.0%

47.8%

37.7%

0.0% 48.0%
36.0% 34.9%

40.0%
30.0% 26.1926.1%
20.0% 14004
10.0% I 4 5% 8.6%
0.0% ] .

Directors (n = 204)  Appointed Officials (n = 311Elected Officials (n = 372) Other (n =184)

H Less than 5,000 m 5,000 to 24,999 m 25,000 or more
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Regions with respondents who indicated that they served populations of tle88@&h@amged from
lows of 25.2%n(= 206) in the Southeast region and 32r824.64) in the South Central region to
highs of 70.2%nE 168) in the Northern Tier region and 53.8% {80) in the Northeast region,
as seen in the next mBarker colors represent a higher proportion of respondents that served
Less than 5,000 people in the specified region.

Figure 9. Population Size Served, bRegion

Please indicate the size of the population your local government or agency serves. (N=1,071)
Percentage that responded “Less than 5,000".

Statewide: 44.1%

Northern Tier
70.2%

(n=168)

Northeast
Central 53.9%

48.0% (n=180)
(n=150)

Southwest

39.8%
(n=196)

South Central

32.9%
(n=164)

Responses included: “Less than 5,000", “5,000 to 24,999", and “25,000 or more".

Source: 2020-2024 PA Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan: Local Provider Survey

'« PennState Center for Survey Research E pen nsylvania
3 Harrisburg ~—

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION
Benefits Delivered by Local Park and Recreation Services

AND NATURAL RESOURCES

Respondents were then asked to indicate the extent to which their local government or agency
provides for a number of park and recreation benefits on a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 was Not at all,
3 was Somvehat, and 5 was A great d€dbices of 4 and 5 were then combinegrteide an

indicatiorof theproportion of respondents indiggga high extent of benefit provision by the local
government or agency. About fifths of respondents1€ 92381,076%kelected scores of 4 or 5

for Provides children with a safe place to play (80.3%) and Makes the community a more desirable
place to live (78.0%).addition, 72.0% of respondesédected 4 or 5 for Enhances a sense of
communityLess thahalf of respondents provided high scores for Ensures there is open green
space near every home (47.8%) and Improves relationships between different racial/ethnic groups
of residents (39.5%3esults were similar to the 2014 syn=ynknown) the largst differences

were seem: Protects the natural environment (2019 = 67.6%; 2014 = 53.1%), Helps attract new
residents and businesses (2099.2%; 2014 = 40.5%), dPavides equitable and accessible
recreation opportunities to a braaahstituency (2@%= 68.1%; 2014 = 58.8%@)s seen in the next
figure.Four items have no data for 2014, as these items were not asked in the 2014 survey.
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Figure 10 Benefits Delivered by Local Park and Recreation Servicdsy Survey Year

Please indicate the extent to which your local government or agency
provides for each of the following park and recreation benefits, where
1 is Not at all, 3 is Somewhat, and 5 is A great deal: Percent Selecting 4
and 5 Combined, by Survey Year

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0% 90.0%

. . . 80.3%
ProNe e i & Sl o (0 P a0 %
. . ' 78.0%
Makes the community a more desirable place to I|\=74_4%
. 72.0%
R

Provides equitable and accessible recreation opportunities GG 68.1%
broad constituency T 58.8%

- T 67.6%
Protects the natural enwronment_ 53.1%

Provides opportunities for social interactio= g;ggﬁ:
Improves physical health and fitnes=.9§/3-0%
Promotes positive youth developmen=62%;;’/0
Encourages residents to connect with the natural environme— 62.8%
Increases property values in the communit=.gg3/§-2%
Reduces stressfimproves mental healt=3 0/?1-2%
Prevents erosion and flooding_ 54.9%

. : 54.1%
Helps attract new residents and busines 40.5%
Ensures there is open green space near every ho_ 47.8%

Improves relationships between different racial/ethnic grou JSEEEEEEEEEE 39.5%

of residents
m 2019 (n=923- 1,076) ® 2014 (n = unknown)
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Scores were also averaged on a scale of 1devetop an overall mean assessment of the extent

to which local governments or agencies provided for the various park and recreation benefits
mentionedlt should be noted that the overa#arscore for dlitems was 37(n=923-1,076)

however, for comparisons purposes, the mean score for items that appeared in both the 2014 and
2019was 3.89. Since items that appeared in 2019 but not 2014 were lower on average, the following
discussion ignores thaseres when looking at the overall means. Ther2€d4/®f 3.89was

higher, overall, than the mean score of @6 7nknown)rom 2014.

The mean score f@irectors actually decreaséghtlyfrom 4.23 1= unknown in 20104.12(n

= 19306208in 2019, while the scores fAppointed Officialencreasedignificantlyrom 3.44in

2014 6= unknown)to 3.76in 201911= 2720 308).Scores foElected Officialscreaseslightly
averaging.75 in 201/E unknown) and 88in 20191G= 3370 369) as seen in the next figure

We can conclude that thigher mean score across all items can be attributed to the higher mean
scores fromAppointed Officialsalthough it is offset slightly by the lower mean scores from
Directors. It is difficult toetermine whether the higher mean scoresAmmointed Officialss

due to a change in attitudegxperiences or to a difference in the final respondent sample.

Figure 11 Benefits Delivered by Local Park and Recreation Seres, OverallMeans by
Position Typeand Survey Year

Please indicate the extent to which your local government or agency
provides for each of the following park and recreation benefits, where
1 is Not at all, 3 is Somewhat, and 5 is A great deal: Mean score out of

5, by Position Type and Survey Year

4.50 412 423
4.00 3.76 388 375 399 e
3.44

3.50

3.00

2.50

2.00

1.50

1.00

0.50

0.00

Directors Appointed Officials Elected Officials All Respondents
H 2019 m 2014
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Looking at individual itemsgeian scoresnged from a low of 3.18 out of 5 for Improves

relationships between different racial/ethnic groups of residents to 4.22 for Provides children with a
safe place to play. Generallygrage scores followed a similar pattern to the scores fadad in

witha fewexceptions. Firsbyerall mean scores were higher, as mentioned prexdeuastyithe

Protects the natural environment iteareased from a mean of 3.49 in 2014 toa mean of 3.91in
2019 The Helps attract new residents and businessesalso increased from 3.20in 2014 to 3.54

in 2019These scoresgnificantly ouperformed the overall average mean in#aseverseen

across all itemBlo items decreased in overall score from 2014 to 2019, as seen in the next figure.
Four itams from the figure have no d&ia2014 as these items were not asked in the 2014 survey.

The tables that follodisplay the mean scores for the extent to which local governments or agencies
provide for various park and recreation benefits by pogp@ot the respondent and population

si ze served octalgoveramenterageoncy. Generdlly and ¢omsistent with the 2014
resultsDirectors provided higher mean scores for eacliMean = 3.98 out of,5i= 193-208
thanAppointed Officals(Mean =3.65n=272-309, Elected OfficialéfMean =3.77n= 337-

369, and those with son@her position¥lean =3.74n=171-193. For most item#ppointed
OfficialsandElected Officialprovided similar scord$oweverElectedOfficialsprovided slighy

higher scores thappointed Oficials folProtects the natural environmevieén =3.96 versus

3.77, respectively), Prevents erosion and floddean(=3 55 versus 3.37), Increases property

value in the communitiléan =3.74versus 3.56), aRdovides equitable and accessible recreation
opportunities to a broad constitue(dgan =3.87 versus 3.71).

Looking at the responses by the size of popul
ageny, thoserepresenting populations of less than 5,000 had lower mean scorebleaearall (
3.54 out of 5n= 404- 462 than those serving populations of 5,000 to 24,999 (Mean r=3.95;
3570 387), and 25,000 or more (Mean = 518119406 209) However, it shald be noted that
Directors were more likely to serve larger populations. Generally, thospaaratigns of 5,000

to 24,999 provided similar responses to those serving populations of 25,000 or more, with the
exception obne itemProvides childrenithh a safe place to play, whiebeive@ mean score of
4.47 for those serving populations of 5,000 to 24,999 and a mean of 4.01 for those serving
populations of 25,000 or motiéhe top item fotarger populations of 25,000 or more was Makes
the communitya more desirable place to live, which is notably different from the toglitarted

by smaller communities.
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Figure 12 Benefits Delivered by Local Park and Recreation Servicedeansby Survey Year

Please indicate the extent to which your local government or agency

provides for each of the following park and recreation benefits, where 1

is Not at all, 3is Somewhat, and 5is A great deal: Mean score out of 5,
by Survey Year

0.00 0.50 1.00

. . . 4.18
- 4.03

- . _ __§
Protects e el oo 310

Provides equitable and accessible recreation opportunities (gl 387
- EE¥K

broad constituency

Promotes positive youth developmen=3.3;g4

Improves physical health and fitne= .6:3{83

Encourages residents to connect with the natural environmdT 3.7
Increases property values in the communi'5§-76

Reduces stressfimproves mental healt=453-71

Helps attract new residents and business=0 3.54
Prevents erosion and flooding_ 3.50

Ensures there is open green space near every ho_ 3.35
Improves relationships between different racial/ethnic groups Gl 3.18

residents

150 2.00 250 3.00 350 4.00 4.50

m 2019 (n=923- 1,076) m 2014 (n = unknown)
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Table 2. Benefits Delivered by Local Park and Recreation Services, Mesy Position Type
Please indicate the extent to which your local government or agency provides for each of the followir
park and recreation benefits on a scale frothto 5, where 1is Not at all, 3 is Somewhat, and 5is A gre

deal: Mean score out of 5, biposition Type
Directors Appointed Officials = Elected Officials Other
(n=193-208) (n=272-308) (n=337-369) (n=171-193)

Provides children withsafe

4.47 4.22 4.25 3.92
place to play
Makes the commurpty a mor 4.35 4.02 4.17 4.30
desirable place to live
Provides opportunities for 4.19 3.79 3.87 3.79
social interaction
Enhances a sense of 4.19 3.92 4.03 4.04
community
Promotes positivouth 4.15 374 3.85 3.67
development
Improves physical health anc 4.06 371 3.78 3.85
fitness
Provides equitable and
accessm.lef recreation 4.09 371 3.87 3.89
opportunities to a broad
constituency
Increases prgperty valuesin 4.07 3.56 3.74 3.79
the community
Protects the natural 4.01 3.77 3.96 3.90
environment
Reduces stress/improves 4.00 358 3.69 3.64
mental health
Helps attract new residents & 3.75 3.36 3.50 3.64
businesses
Prevents erosion and floodin 3.61 3.37 3.55 3.49
Encourages residents to
connect with the natural 3.87 3.64 3.77 3.92
environment
Ensures there is open green 3.47 397 3.36 331

space near every home

Improves relationships

between different racial/ethn 3.44 3.10 3.17 3.00
groups of residents
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Table 3. Benefits Delivered by Local Park and Recreation Services, Means®gpulation
Size Served
Please indicate the extent to which your local government or agency provides for each

the following park and recreation benefitsoa scale from 1 to 5, where 1 is Not at all, 3
Somewhat, and 5 is A great deal: Mean score out of 5,Bypulation Size Served
Lessthan 5,000 5,000 to 24,999 25,000 or more
(n=404-462) (n=2357-387) (n=194-209)

Provides childrewith a safe

4.10 4.47 4.01

place to play
Makes the commur_uty a more 3.94 4.35 4.38
desirable place to live
Proyldgs oppo.rtunltles for 3.69 4.08 4.00
social interaction
Enhances a sense of commui 3.84 4.19 4.13
Promotes positive youth 361 4.03 3.95
development
Improves physical health and 355 4.03 4.00
fitness
Provides equitable and
acce33|b.lg recreation 3.64 4.04 4.05
opportunities to a broad
constituency
Increase_s property valuesint 3.45 3.97 4.04
community
Prot.ects theatural 3.76 4.06 391
environment
Reduces stress/improves 3.49 3.88 3.86
mental health
Helps attract new residents a 3.18 3.72 3.93
businesses
Prevents erosion and flooding 3.28 3.71 3.58
Encourages residents to
connect with the natural 3.54 3.95 3.97
environment
Ensures there is open green 3.08 3.55 3.52
space near every home
Improves relationships betwe
different racial/ethnic groups « 3.01 3.30 3.25
residents
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The following questions about Outdoor Programming, Meal Service Programs, Sustainable
Practices, and the Opioid Impact were asked only of Park and Recreatibirectors and
Public Works Directors.

Outdoor Programming

Respondents who identifiechgsark ad recreation director or public works director were then
asked a series of questions about programming offereirlagémcyirst, Directors were asked
whether their agency provided or offered outdoor nbaised programs, such as birding, hiking,
paddling, or fishingand whether their agency was a Get Outdoors PA pAlaet threefifths
(60.1%n= 178) reportedftering outdoor naturbased programs, but just 38.6% (32)
indicated that they were Get Outdoors PA partners, as seen in the next figure.

Figure 13 Nature-Based Program Participation

NatureBased Program Offering and Participation in
Get Outdoors PA

70.0%

60.1% 61.4%
60.0%
50.0%
39.9% 38.6%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%
Agency provides/offers outdoor nature- Agency is a Get Outdoors PA partner
based programs (e.qg. birding, hiking, (n=132)

paddling, fishing; n = 178)

H YesHE No

Respondents whaodicated that their agencies were not Get Outdoors PA partners waskéaen

why their agencies were not a Get Outdoors PA pdRespondents were able to select all

responses that applied to their agektogut half (53.1%)= 81) pointed tdaving limited staff,
resources, or knowledge to conduct outdoor recreatioamrogrg, and about ofieurth (28.4%)

said that they had never heard of Get Outdoor3 R&remaining respondents said that their
agencies do not do outdoor natbhased programs (16.0%), their communities lack passive park
land (12.3%)), or their agendiage triedchaturebasegrograms and had few participants (4.9%).

Just 1.2% said that they had no interest in being a Get Outdoors PA partner, and 18.5% selected
Other, as seen in the next figure.
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Figure 14 Reason for Not Partigpating in Get Outdoors PA

Why is your agency not a Get Outdoors PA partner? Please
select all that applyn(= 81)

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0%

My agency has limited staff, resources and/or

. . 53.1%
knowledge to conduct outdoor recreation programming

| have never heard of Get Outdoors PA 28.4%

My agency does not do outdoor nature based programs

0,
(e.g., kayaking, hiking, birding) 16.0%
My community has a lack of passive park land (e.g., 12 3%
woods, streams, meadows) 210
My agency has tried nature based programs and had few.

- . 4.9%

participantsg lack of interest
No interestin being a Get Outdoors PA partner 1.2%
Other 18.5%

Directors were then asked whether their agency was working with health caregorovide

programs like walking, getalthy talks, or health screeniags 38.8%n(E 165) indicated that
they were, as seen in the next figure.

Figure 15 Agencies Working with Health Care Providers

Is your agency working with health care providers
on programs like walking, get healthy talks,
health screenings, etc.A € 165)

38.8%

= Yes

= No

61.2%

Center for Survey Research 19
Penn State Harrisburg



Meal Service Programs

Directors were also asked whether their agencies participated in distfduénad)yundedout-

of-school time meal service program to ydut$t. 17.1% indicated that their agencies participated

in such grogram, as seen in the next fighfethe 29 respondents who said that their agencies
participatedh such a program, 20 provided information about the number of meals and individuals
served in the last yeBeponses ranged from 40 to 7,500 rsealsdwith a mean of 3,957, and

20 to 800 individuals served, with a mean of 258.

Figure 16 Participation in Out-of-School Time Youth Meal Service Program

Does your agency participate in distributing a
federally-funded outof-school time meal service
program to youth?rf= 170)

17.1%

= Yes

= No

82.9%

Sustainable Practices

Directorswere then asked how likely they were to utilize a series of sustainable practices in their
communitiesd par k sy gardiesnefwhetherornot thay wetetcurertly e y e
using themNearly all directors said that they were extremely likely (72.888) or somewhat

likely (24.3%) tmcorporate planting trees and streamside buffers as a sustainableSpmaititye.

61.86 (h=170) said that they were extremely like to utilize LED lighting, and 6%.26b) were
extremely likely tmanage storm water roff from the community through open spaidaout

half said that thy were extremely likelystorain gardens and plantings torataier (55.2%1=

165) and tancorporate recycling and compostb®)8%n=171) while twdfifths said they were
extremely likely to reduce mowing, fertilizers, and pesticides (42185%) and to incorporat

pervious surfaces (41.1%94;158). Just onurth said that they were extremely likely to use
renewable energy sources (28m624,54) andnearly onan-five said that they were not at all likely

to use renewable energy sources (18.2%). It shouid alsted that oA@-10 said that they were

not at all likely teeduce mowing, fertilizers, and pesticides (10.7%), use rain gardens and plantings
to retain water (10.3%), andorporate recycling and composting (9.4%), as seen in the next figure.
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Figure 17 Sustainable Practice Utilization

How likely are you to use each of the following sustainable practices
F2NJ @2dzNJ O2YYdzyAdeQa LI NJ] aea

T 72.8%

Planting trees and streamside buffers (n = 169) N 24.3%
B 30%

I 61.8%
Utilizing LED lighting (n = 17 ) s 32.4%

B 59%
. . 61.2%
Managing storm water run-off from your community throug 31.5%
the open space (n = 165) - b 30 >r°
. 0

0,
(n=165) 34.5%

Using rain gardens and plantings to retain wat
B 03%

D 53.8%
Incorporating recycling and composting (n=178) | 36.8%

R 0.4%

A 42.1%
Reducing mowing, fertilizers and pesticides (n = 159) I 47.2%

B 0.7%

P 411%
Incorporating pervious surfaces (n = 158 53.8%
B s1%

I 28.6%
Using renewable energy sources (n = 158) ST 53.2%
I 15.2%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0%

m Extremely likely = Somewhat likely = Not at all likely
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Opioid Impact

Directors were then askiedkselecall ofthe ways in which the opioid epidemic has affected their
parks or recreation servicBso out of fiverespondents (42.8%+ 166) said thahe opioid

epidemic has not impacted their park or recreation services, while 40.4% said thatdheg have f
drug paraphernalia in their parks. An additional 25.9% said that they have encountered drug use in
restrooms or pavilionshile 16.9% have had drug use in playgroundsn@Qfdave preventative
measures in place, suchwsstance abuse or awareness pnedrkD.2%)Narcan availdiy at the

park office or municipal building (9.6%), or training pragi@rpark/recreation staff (9.0%})he
remaining respondents indicated that theyhed/everdoses in parks (7.2%), park use has dropped
due to perceiveshfety concerns (5.4%) that they have developed new recreation programs for
those with mental health and addiction issues (4.8%), anddic@¥d some other impact, as seen
in the next figure.

Figure 18 Opioid Epidemic Impact

In which of the following ways has the opioid epidemic affected
your parks and/or recreation services? Please select alll
that apply. (= 166)

No impact / The opioid epidemic has not impacted parks
and/or recreation services

Drug paraphernalia (e.g., needles) found in pa kS 40.4%

42.8%

Drug use in restrooms/pavilion SEIEEEGEGEGEGENNNN 25.9%
Drug use in playgrounds (e.qg., slides, platformiSjlE 16.9%
Developed substance abuse and/or awareness prograffiSllll 10.2%
Narcan is available at park office/municipal buildirGHIE 9.6%
Developed a training program for park/recreation staffi  lllllll 9.0%

Overdoses in parksjII 7.2%

Park use has dropped due to perceived safety conceffiSllll 5.4%

Developed new recreation programs for those wi .
mental health and addiction issues h 4.8%

Other I 4.8%

0.0% 5.0% 10.0%15.0%20.0%25.0%30.0%35.0%40.0%45.0%
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The questions on the following pages were asked of all respondents.

Facility Investment

All respondents wetken asketb rate the level of priority their local governments or agencies
place on investing in a variety of facility tgpesthenext five years, with 1 being the lowest

priority for investment and 5 being the highest priority for investentes of 4 and 5 were then
combined to provide an indicatiortlwéproportion of respondents indigajthat they believe

their bcal government or agency will place a high poaritye particular type tHcility

investment over the next five ye®enerally, the 2019 responses were much higher than the 2014
responses, indicating that respondents believe that there will fecitityrénvestment in 2020

2024 than they believed there would be in-2019 when they were last survelpdubth surveys,
playgrounds earned the top spobre than twohirds of respondentsovided 4 or 5 ratings in
2019(68.6%n= 1,017) and nearly thrfths did so in 2014 (59.0% unknown).

In 2014, less than half of respondents selected 4 or 5 for all remaining responses, which ranged from
a high of 44.8% for Neighborhood parks to a low of 5.1% for Trails/parks for exdtacizvities.

In comparison, seven items besides playgroundbdatchalf of respondents (or more) select 4 or

5, indicatinghat they believed their local governments or agencies would place high priorities on
investing in each facility type over tbet five years. Thefilities included: Community or

regional trail systems (62.2@@mmunity or regional parks (61.73fports fields (57.4%)clusive
programs/facilities for persons with disabilities (56MN&ighborhood parks (56.3.Rgyilions,
Amphitheaters, or other outdoor public space like plazas (50.83pdrescourts (48.8%l)he

lowest itemstill saw significant increases from 2014 to 2019 in anticipated priorities for investment.
For exampléeAction sports parks had 18.2% of resposl select 4 or 5 in 2019, as compared to

just 8.4% who did so in 2014. Similarly, 20.2% of respondentddede &for Off-leastdog

parks in 2019, compared to 9.3% in 2014, and 20d3%for Trails/parks for motorized activities

in 2019, as compared to just 5.1% in 204Hould be noted that the Sports fields and Sports

courts items were askeaas item, Team sports facilities, in 2014, so the results are not directly
comparald. The next figure shows eimbined 4 and 5 responses to this question by survey year.
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Figure 19 Facility Investment Priorities, by Survey Year

Rate the level of priority your local government or agency places on
iInvesting in each of the following facilities over the next five years, 1 =
Lowest priority and 5 = Highest priority: Percent Selecting 4 and 5

Combined, by Survey Year

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0%

I 68.6%
OCIERE

Community or regional trail system 35,500 62.2%

i i 61.7%
Community or regional park 40.3%

Sports fields (e.g., soccer, baseball, Iacros_ 57.4%
Inclusive programs/facilities for persons with disabilities (ARAmEEEEEEEEEEEEE  56.9%

Access)

Pavilions, amphitheaters, or other outdoor public space like pla_ 50.8%
Sports courts (e.g., basketball, tennis, pickleb_ 48.8%

Outdoor interpretive/educational facilities_ 18.0% 36.5%

Opportunities for/access to water-based recreation (e.g., boati g 29.8%
kayaking) I 15.4%

i I 26.
Community gardens g™ 20 26.8%

i ; i hi 25.6%
Opportunities for hunting and/or fishin 11.4%
. . 0,

- il I 23.2%
Mountain bike trails s 9.2%

) ! - 20.3%
Trails/parks for motorized act|V|t|eS-_5. 1%

I 20.
Off-leash dog parks g0 507 20.2%

Action sports parks (e.g., skate parks, pump tracﬂ 18.2%

W 2019 (n=887-1,017) m 2014 (n =unknown)
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Scores were also averaged on a scale of 1 to 5 to develop an overall mean assessment of the extent
to whichrespondents believed that their local governments or agencies would place on investing in
the various facility types over the next five yearsthNsefore, there were items thppeared in

the 201%urveythat did not appear in the 2014 survég. dverall mean score for all items2va6
(n=887-1,0L7); for comparisons purpose, the mean score for items that appeared in both the 2014
and2019surveysvas?.81for the 2019 responses &#b(n= unknown)for 2014 responses

Scores generally increased from 2014 to 2019, and this pattern held true when looking at the
responses by position type of the responBenieach survey iterationy&rtors indicated the
highestmean score of priority investment (2019 Mean 512598680197 2014 Mean = 2.385+
unknown), followed byElected Official§2019 Mean = 2.8fhi= 2260288 2014 mean = 2.365
unknown), and finally B\ppointed Official§2019Mean = 2.61n= 3148 362; 2014 Mean = 2.13;
n= unknown) as seen in the next figure

Figure 20. Facility Investment Priorities, SelectedVleansby Position Type andSurveyYear

Rate the level of priority your local government or agency places on
investing in each of the following facilities over the next five years, 1 =
Lowest priority and 5 = Highest priority: Mean Score out of 5, by

Position Type and Survey Year

3.50

3.00 2.93 - 2.81 2.81

2,50 2.38 513 2.36 2.25
2.00

1.50

1.00

0.50

0.00

Directors Appointed Officials Elected Officials All Respondents

m 2019 m 2014

Looking at individual items, mean scores ranged from a2di8 ofit of 5 forTrails/parks for
motorized activitigs a high of3.88for PlaygroundsGenerally, average scores followed a similar
pattern to the scores found in 2014, with afe@eptions. First, overall mean scores were higher, as
mentioned previouslyheoveralimean increased 0y56 points out of fiems withscoreshat
significantly ouperformed the overall average mean increases that were seen across all items
includedCommunity oregional parks (2019 Mean = 388L4 Mean = 3.0Zyommunity or

regional trail systerf019 Mean = 3.68; 2014 Mean = 2@6a)door interpretive/educational
facilitieg2019 Mean = 2.99; 2014 Mean = 2.2¢)portunities for/access to wateased

recreation (201dean =2.52; 2014 Meari-85)Mountain bike trailk019 Mean = 2.32; 2014
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Mean = 1.70|nd Trails/parks for motorized activities (2019 Mean = 2.13; 2014 Mean Nd..45)
items decreased in overall score from 2014 to 2019) estBemext figure. Four items have no

datafor 2014 as these items were not asked in the 2014 sdine=yf.the itemsnclusive
programs/facilities for persons with disabiliieseived a mean of 3.57, which rated it as the
fourth-highest prioritpverall As mentioedpreviously, the Sports fields and Sports courts items

were asked as one item, Team sports facilities, in 2014, so the results are not directly comparable.

Figure 21 Facility Investment Priorities,Meansby Survey Year

Rate the level of priority your local government or agency places on
investing in each of the following facilities over the next five years, 1 =
Lowest priority and 5 = Highest priority: Mean Score out of 5, by
Survey Year
0 0.5 1 15 2 2.5 3 35 4 4.5
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plazas

Sports courts (e.g., basketball, tennis, pickleba_ 3.29

Outdoor interpretive/educational facilities g 2.26 2.99

Communy garcens S ——— 261

Opportunities for/access to water-based recreation (e.- 252
1.85

boating, kayaking)

Opportunities for hunting and/or fishing—_llgs 241
Swimming poolsiwvater play park 1.97 332

Mountain bike trails — LT 22

Oftieash dog pars E——— 224

Action sports parks (e.g., skate parks, pump tracl=m 2.24

Trails/parks for motorized activities e 1.45 213

W 2019 (n=887-1,017) m 2014 (n = unknown)
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The tabés that follow display the meanscoféese s pondent sd perceptions o
their local governments or agencies will place on investing in various facility ppgésn type
of the respondent and population size servedoftherespondd s | ocal gdAs er nment
with scores from other questions in the sym@aey againgonsistent with th2014 results,
Directorsgenerally provided higher means scores for mose¢ms (Mean =2.93out of 5;n=
168- 197 thanbothElected OfficialMean = 2.81In= 22608 288)andAppointed Official§Mean
= 2.61n=3140362) However, those with some Otheposition provided the highest scores
overall(Mean =2.98n=1578181) There were some notable exceptions.
9 DirectorsscoredNeighborhood parksith a mean of 3.46ompared to higher scores of
3.51 fromAppointed Officials3.65 fronElected Officialsand 3.47 from Other positions
9 Directors rated Opportunities for/acceswatesased recreation with a score of 2.45 out
of 5; although this was higher thanAppointed Officiakcore of 2.16, it was lower than
the Elected Officiascore of 2.48nd the Otheposition score of 3.14
1 Similarly, Directors rated Opporturstfer hunting and/or fishing with a score of 2.35,
compared to a lower score of 2.11 fAggpointed Officialsbut a higher score of 2.43 from
Elected Officialand a score of 2.86 from Other positions
9 Directorsalsascored Mountain bike trangth an average of 2.45, compared to 1.96 for
Appointed Officials2.36 foElected Officialsand 2.63 for Other positions.
1 Finally, Directors provided similar scores for the Trails/parks for motorized activities item
(2.06)0 Appointed Official$2.03) anélected Official§2.09), but their mean scores were
all lower than the score of 2.44 for those with some Other position.

Looking at the responses by the size of population served by the resfpoodegdsernments or
agenciesesults were similar to those found for other questions, tbgseerepresenting
populations of less than 5,000 had lower mean scores oveffdiban =2.71out of 5;n= 352-
430) than those serving populations of 5,000 to 24,9@8ean =3.08 n= 3290 378),and 25,000
or more(Mean = 319, n= 18303 206). Again, there were soragceptions.

1 Respondents who served populations of less than 5,000 people provided slightly higher
scores foPlaygrounds (3.82) than those serving populations of 286n0@@ (3.79). They
also provided slightly higher mean scores for Opportunities for hunting and/or fishing
(2.36) than those with populations of 5,000 to 24,999 (2.28).

1 Generallyrespondents with populations of 25,000 or more provided higher scores
than those serving populations of 5,000 to 24,9%wever, in addition to
Playgrounds,respondents who served populationsf 5,000 to 24,999 provided higher
scores than those with populations of 25,000 or more &®veral itemsincluding
Neighborhood park@8.63 versus 3.58ommunity or regional parks (3.83 versus;3.77)
Sports fields (3.80 versus 3.Spdrts courts (3.55 versus 3. Qffyleash dog parks (2.49
versus 2.47and Pailions, amphitheaters, or other outdoor public spaces (3.523v@%us

1 Although it was the thisdighest priority overathemearfor those with populations of
25,000 or more was Community or regional trail sygte&xas.
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Table 4. Facility Investment Priorities, Means by Position Type
Pleaserate the level of priority your local government or agency places on investing in each of th

following facilities over the next five years, where 1is Lowest priority for investmentand 5 is Highe
priority for investment:Mean score out of 5, byPosition Type

Directors Ag?ﬁzlglid (E)If(;gifli Other
(n=168-197% (n=314- 362 (n=226- 288 (n=157-18)
Playgrounds 4.02 3.95 3.92 3.50
Neighborhood parks 3.46 3.51 3.65 3.47
Community or regional parks 3.73 3.66 3.68 3.67
Sports fields (e.qg., soccer, 3.65 3.51 3.56 3.31
baseball, lacrosse)
Sports courts (€.g., basketbz 5 o 3.32 3.27 2.98
tennis, pickleball)
Community or regional trail 394 3.39 359 3.99
systems
Outdoor
interpretive/educational 3.16 2.72 3.00 3.16
facilities
Community gardens 2.71 2.42 2.67 2.65
Swimming pools/water play 269 204 519 553
parks
Opportunities for/access to
waterbased recreation (e.qg., 2.45 2.16 2.49 3.14
boating, kayaking)
Opportunities for hunting 2.35 211 2.43 2.86
and/or fishing
Off-leash dog parks 2.63 2.00 2.20 2.24
Mountain bike trails 2.45 1.96 2.36 2.63
Action sports parks (e.g., ski 239 1.95 230 237
parks, pump tracks)
Tra.llgl.parks for motorized 2 06 203 209 244
activities
Inclusive programs/facilities
for persons with disabilities 3.79 3.60 3.47 3.47
(ADA Access)
Pavilions, amphitheaters, or
other outdoor public space li 3.41 3.33 3.35 3.05
plazas
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Table 5. Facility Investment Priorities,Means by Population Size Served
Please rate the level of priority your local government or agency places on investing in e
of the following facilities over the next five years, where 1is Lowest priority for investme

and 5 is Highest priority for investmentMean score out of 5, byPopulation Size Served
Lessthan 5,000 5,000 to 24,999 25,000 or more

(n=352-430 (n=329-378 (n=183-209H
Playgrounds 3.82 4.02 3.79
Neighborhood parks 3.47 3.63 3.55
Community or regional parks 3.51 3.83 3.77
Sports fields (e.goccer, 324 3.80 357
baseball, lacrosse)
Spor_ts cgurts (e.g., basketbal 3.03 3.55 337
tennis, pickleball)
Community or regional trail 3.16 3.92 4.24
systems
Outdoor
interpretive/educational 2.63 3.14 3.36
facilities
Community gardens 2.38 2.71 2.89
Swimming pools/water play 194 543 5 82
parks
Opportunities for/access to
waterbased recreation (e.g., 2.38 2.44 2.89
boating, kayaking)
Opportu_nlt_les for hunting 236 5 28 573
and/or fishing
Off-leash dog parks 1.87 2.49 2.47
Mountainbike trails 2.04 2.34 2.68
Action sports parks (e.g., ska 1.90 2 42 250
parks, pump tracks)
Tra_lls_/_parks for motorized 192 512 5 49
activities
Inclusive programs/facilities fc
persons with disabilities (AD# 3.36 3.70 3.74
Access)
Pavilions, amphitheaters, or
other outdoor public space lik 3.08 3.52 3.35
plazas
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Respondents who indicated that their local government or agency will place their highest priority of
investment in community or regional parks over the neyefive ranged from lows of 24.00% (

175) in the Northeast region and 27.8%01(54) in the Northern Tier region to a high of 42.9% (

= 188) inthe Southwest region, as seen in the nexDarépr colors represent a higher

proportion of respondents tredlected Highest priority for the specified item.

Figure 22 Community or Regional Parkinvestment Priorities,by Region

Please rate the level of priority your local government or agency places on investing in community or
regional parks over the next five years. (N=1,009)

Percentage that responded “Highest priority”.
Statewide: 33.2%

Northern Tier

27.3%
(n=154)

Northeast
Central 24.0%

36.3%
(n=146)
Southwest

42.0%
(n=188) South Central

35.1%
(n=148)

Response options ranged from “1 - Lowest priority” to "5 - Highest priority”.

Source: 2020-2024 PA Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan: Local Provider Survey

") PennState | center for Survey Research jﬁpennsylvania
¥ Harrisburg

WS AND NATURAL RESOURCES

Respondents who indicated that their local government or agency will place their highest priority of
investment in community or regional trails over the next five years ranged from lows a£28.3% (
145) in the Central region and 28.A%169) in the Northeast region to highs of 48 17841(95)

in the Southeast region and 40.4%0183) in the Southwest region, as seen in the next map.

Darker colors represent a higher proportion of respondents that selected Highest priority for the
specified item. Only thevesting in community or regal parks and Investing in community or
regional trails items were significantly different by region.
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Figure 23. Community or RegionalTrail Investment Priorities, by Region

Please rate the level of priority your local government or agency places on investing in community or
regional trails over the next five years. (N=992)

Percentage that responded “Highest priority”.
Statewide: 36.8%

Northern Tier

32.4%
(n=148)

Northeast
Central 28.4%
28.3% (n=169)

(n=145)

Southwest
40.4%
{e=lse) South Central Southeast

37.0% 48.7%
(n=146) (n=135)

Response options ranged from “1 - Lowest priority” to “5 - Highest priority”.

Source: 2020-2024 PA Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan: Local Provider Survey

‘-4 PennState
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The following question aboutchanges intax-supported funding was asked only of
Directors. The remaining questions related to funding were asked of all respondents.

Directors weréghenasked to indicate whether-gpported fundinfpr park and recreation

operational and capiedpenses lkdaleclined, remained the same, or increased over the last 3 years.
Responses for Operational expenses were fairly similar between the 2019 and 20&#hsurveys
about twethirds of respondents indicating that-S§agported funding remained g@me over the

last three yealb®th in 2019 (63.3%= 150) and in 2014 (64.5086; unknown).The 2019 results

did see a slight uptick in those who said thatujgported funding for Operational expenses has
increased in the past 3 yeiargeasing frorh1.8% in 2014 t0 16.7%in 2019.

More differences were evident between the 2014 and 2019 surveys when |loekupgpatttsck

funding for Capital expenses. Nota®89% of respondents in the 2019 sumvey 45) indicated

that Capital expense funding had increased in the last 8yeamgpared to just 17.3% who said

the same in 2014£ unknown) Conversely, 17.9% of respondents from the current year said that
Capital expense funding had decreased, as compared to 29.3% who said that it had decreased in
2014, as seen in the nexirfey
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Figure 24. Changes in Tax Supported Funding, by Survey Year

Over the last three years, has tax supported funding
declined, remained the same, or increased for park and
recreation operational / capital expenses?

100%
11.8%

90% 16.7% 17.3%
80% 26.9%
70%
60%
50%
0,
40% ) 53.3%
0,
28;0 63.3% 04.5% 55.2%
0
0,
10% 20.0% 23.7% 17.9% 29.3%

0%
2019 (n =150) 2014 (n = unknown) 2019 (n =145) 2014 (n = unknown)

Operational Expenses Capital Expenses

Tax-supported funding has declined Tax-supported funding has remained the same

Tax-supported funding has increased

All respondents were then asked two questions related to funding outdoor recreation and
conservation efforts in their communities. The first question asked them to rate the importance of a
number of items, where 1 was Not at all important and 5 was BExirepwetant. They were then
asked to select the single most important funding priority for outdoor recreation and conservation
efforts in their communitie&bout half of respondents (52.0%;1,024) selected Maintain

existing park and recreation aesatheir top funding priority. This was significantly lower than the
63.8% = unknown)who chose this option inthe 2014 survey. The diffeggppears to have

been made up in two areas. In 2014, 7.2% of respondents chose Build walking paths and bicycle
lanes or trails between places of work, parks, schools, and shopping areas; this number grew to
14.2% in 2019. SimiladyQ% of respondents in 2014 chose Build more greenways/trails as their
top funding priority, which increased to 9.9% i®20here we no other differences between the
surveys in the remaining responses. Rounding out the top five included: Provide recreation
programs at parks and recreation areas (7.9%) and Acquire and protect open spRee¢vith§o).

the least number of selectiares Provide environmental and conservation programs, which was
selected by just 1.2% of respondents, as seen in the next figure.
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Figure 25. Top Outdoor Recreation and Conservation Funding Priority, by Survey Year

Please select the SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT (or number one)
funding priority for outdoor recreation and conservation efforts
in your community.

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0%

N - . 52.0%

Build walking paths and bicycle lanes or trails betwe gl 14.2%
places of work, parks, schools, and shopping areaSlll 7.2%

_ i1 9.9%
Build more greenWﬁ}/S/tra'ls- 4.0%

Provide recreation programs at parks and recreati Qi 7.9%
areas . 8.9%

Acquire and protect open space (as undevelopeuill 5.1%
conserved land) N 6.4%

Acquire additional land and water areas for developgeill 4.2%
recreation M 2.9%

. 4.0%
Restore damaged rivers and strea 2 4%

. ol 1.7%
Protect wildlife and fish habltatI 15%

Provide environmental and conservation progra %%‘j//g

® 2019 (n=1,024) m 2014 (n =unknown)

Looking atthe meanscoresonthe 1to5sa@alap s a more compl ex pictur

funding prioritiesOverall, the mean score for all items increased from 3.03in 2014 to 3.59 in 2019.
As with other survey questions, the mean s€8.@3 outf 5 for Directors(n= 1860 203) was

greater than the mean score®fapointed Official$3.42n= 2380 288) and Elected Officials
(83.57n=32808360), but it tied the mean score for those with some Other positiom 31739

187).

Comparing lte two survey administratiott® mean score for Directors rose by 0.36 points out of
five, from 3.37 in 2014 unknown) to 3.73 in 2019. The mean scoresdpointed Officials
andElected Officialsoseby 0.51 and 0.50 points respectively, indidatm the ratings from the
Appointed OfficialandElected Officialslosed some of the gap that was seen in the 2014 survey
administrationThe next figure shows all mean scores by position type and survey year.
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Figure 26. Outdoor Recreation and Conservation Fundin@riorities, OverallMeans by
Position Type andSurvey Year

How important are each of the following priorities for funding
outdoor recreation and conservation efforts in your community,
where 1 = Not at all importantand 5 = Extremely important?

Mean score out of 5, by Position Type and Survey Year

400 3.73 3.57 3.59

350 3.37 3.42 .

o0 201 : 3.03
2.50

2.00

1.50

1.00

0.50

0.00

Directors Appointed Officials Elected Officials All Respondents

m 2019 = 2014

Looking at individual itemglaintairexisting park and recreation retained the top mean score, with

an average of 4.47 out of 5 in 20199360 1,038), as compared to 4.35 in 28&4i6known).

This item saw the smallest mean increase between surveys, but it also had the highmestrstarting

in 2014, so themgas not as much room for growth as compared to the other Rearsding out

the top five inthe 2019 survey were: Build more greenways/trails (MeanRr8vitte recreation
programs at parks and recreation areas (Mean = uif@)yddking paths and bicycle lanes or trails
between places of work, parks, schools, and shopping areas (Mean = 3.69); and Protect wildlife and
fish habitat (Mean = 3.54helowestmean scoref 2.93was given to Acquire additional land and
waterareas for developed recreation.

As mentioned previously, the mean score for all items increased by an average of 0.56 points from
2014 to 201%Four items significantly outpaced the mean score growth from 2014 to 2019; they
included: Restore damaged swed streams (2019 Mean = 3.52; 2014 Mean zB188 walking

paths and bicycle lanes or trails between places of work, parks, schools, and shopping areas (2019
Mean = 3.69; 2014 Mean = 2.83); Build more greenways/trailMgag 3.75; 2014 Mean =

2.95); and Protect wildlife and fish hab@19 Mean = 3.54; 2014 Mean = 2.83). No items

decreased in average score from 2014 to 2019, as seenin the next figure.
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Figure 27. Outdoor Recreation and Conservation Funding Priorigs, Means by Survey Year

How important are each of the following priorities for funding
outdoor recreation and conservation efforts in your community,
where 1 = Not at all importantand 5 = Extremely important?
Mean score out of 5, by Survey Year

0.00 0.50 1.00 1.50 2.00 2.50 3.00 3.50 4.00 4.50 5.00

Maintain existing park and recreation area= 4%;'7

. |« I .75
I e N 2.95

Provide recreation programs at parks and recreation ar 531'72

Build walking paths and bicycle lanes or trails betweEil NEERE 369
places of work, parks, schools, and shopping areaSiN 283

- -
Protect wildlife and fish habltat_ 283

Restore damaged rivers and strea 263

Acquire and protect open space (as undevelop il 335
conserved land) A 2.85

Provide environmental and conservation progra=43'35

Acquire additional land and water areas for developéEl R ©.93
recreation P 2.42

W 2019 (n=936- 1,038) m 2014 (n =unknown)

As with other questions, Directors generally provided higher mean scutotorrecreation

and conservation funding priorities in their communities (Mean 13.73606 203) thartlected
Officials(Mean = 3.5 = 32808 360), who, in turn, generally gave higher mean scores than
Appointed Officialémean = 3.4)= 2380 288). There were three exceptions to this trend.

Appointed Officialscored Maintain existing park and recreation areas slightly higher {Mé&an =
thanElected OfficialfMean = 4.39), but lower than Directors (Mean = 4Apppinted Officials

also scored Restore damaged rivers and streams higher (Mean = 3.56) than both Directors (Mean =
3.49) anélected OfficialéMean = 3.46). Finallglected Officialscored Protect wildlife and fish

habitat higher on average (Mean = 3.58) than both Directors (Mean = 3&upoamed Officials

(Mean = 3.35), as seenin the next table.
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Table 6. Outdoor Recreation and Conservatiofrunding Priorities, Means byPosition Type
How important are each of the following priorities for funding outdoor recreation and conservation
efforts in your community, where 1 = Not at all importahand 5 = Extremely important?

Mean score out of 5, by Bsition Type
Directors Appointed Officials = Elected Officials Other
(n =186- 203) (n =238-288) (n=328-360) (n=177-187)

Acquire and protect open

space (as undeveloped, 3.48 3.14 3.31 3.60
conserved land)

Acquire additional land and

water areas for developed 3.07 2.68 2.90 3.15
recreation

Mamtal.n existing park and 4.70 4.49 4.39 437
recreation areas

Provide er_mronmental and 3.49 311 335 354
conservation programs

Provide recreat|or.1 programs 4.03 358 368 3.70
parks and recreation areas

Protect wildlife and fish habit 3.50 3.35 3.58 3.75
Build more greenwaysl/trails 3.94 3.49 3.69 4.02
Restore damaged rivers and 3.49 3.56 3.46 361
streams

Build walking paths and bicy

lanes or trails between place 3.85 3.38 3.74 3.86

of work, parks, schools, and
shopping areas

Following trends found in other questions, respondentseptesentegopulations of less than

5,000 generally provided lower mean scores for outdoor recreation and conservation funding
priorities in their communities (Mean = 3r833710434) than those supporting populations of
5,000 to 24,999 (Mean = 3.i2;3490 381), who, in turn, provided lower mean scores than those
supporting populations of 25,000 or more (Mean = 8889606 203). The only exception to this
trend was the Maintain existing park and recreationtaneashich obtained a slightly higherescor
from those supporting populations of 5,000 to 24,999 (Mean = 4.56) than those supporting
populations of 25,000 or moragan = 4.49). Also notable was the Build walking paths and bicycle
lanes or trails between places of work, parks, school, and shoppétem which had a mean

scoreof 4.16 for those with populations of 25,000 or more. This score significantly exceeded the
average differences seen between the different populations, indicating more relative importance for
this particular item, as see the following table.
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Table 7. Outdoor Recreation and Conservation Funding Priorities, Means dgopulation
Size Served
How important are each of the following priorities for funding outdoor recreation and

conservation efforts in your community, where 1 = Not at all importarand 5 = Extremely
important? Mean score out of 5hy Population Size Served

Lessthan 5,000 5,000 to 24,999 25,000 or more
(n=371-434) (n=349-381) (n=196-203)

Acquire and protect open spa
(as undeveloped, conserved 3.07 3.52 3.60
land)
Acquire additional land and
water areas for developed 2.67 3.03 3.21
recreation
Mamtal_n existing park and 4.38 4.56 4.49
recreation areas
Provide environmental and

: 3.07 3.48 3.65
conservation programs
Provide recreatlor) programs 3.38 3.05 3.97
parks and recreation areas
Protect wildlife and fish habite 3.42 3.58 3.68
Build more greenways/trails 3.36 3.92 4.16
Restore damaged rivers and 3.33 3.64 3.67
streams
Build walking paths and bicyc
lanes or trails between places 328 3.84 4.16
work, parks, schools, and
shopping areas
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Respondents who indicated that it is extremely important to acquire and protect open space as
undevelopedonserved land ranged from lows of 10r89468) in the South Central region and
18.4% 1= 168) in the Northern Tier region to a high of 41.1186406) in the Southeast region, as
seen in the next maparker colors represent a higher proportion of respondents that selected
Extremely important for the specified item.

Figure 28 Importance of Acquiring and Protecting Open Space, by Region

How important is it to acquire and protect open space as undeveloped conserved land? (N=964)
Percentage that responded “Extremely Important”.

Statewide: 28.7%

Northern Tier

18.4%
(n=168)

Northeast

25.7%
(n=180)

South Central Southeast
10.8% 41.1%
(n:158) (n=206)

Response options ranged from “1 - Not at all important” to “5 - Extremely important”.

Source: 2020-2024 PA Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan: Local Provider Survey
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All respondents wetkenasked tandicate whether various challenges faced by their local
governments or agencies when providing park and recreation facilities and services were Not a
challenge, a Minor challenge, a Significant challenge, or a Migogellems were broken into

two categories: Maintenance and Management Issues and Emerging Trends. Looking at
Maintenance and Management Isshegpp items identified as Major challenges@ueating

new park and recreation facilities (36069896) Maintaining existing local parks in the

community (25.3%;=1,024)Creating and enhancing trail access and connectivity (25.2%;

970) Lack of acreage or suitable sites for new parks and recreation facilities<2208%), and
Providing inclusive programs and facilities for persons with disabilities (E59®%).The items

of least concern to respondents, where higher proportions of respondents chose Not a challenge,
included Lack adicreage or suitable sites for new parks andtienracilities (30.9%+ 1,005),
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Complaints from citizens about park conditions (31#%,013), and Ensuring public safety in
parks and recreation areas (20nt94;,021). Interestingliack of acreage or suitable sites for new
parks and recreati facilities was both a top Major challenge andghmention as Not a
challenge by respondent&licating different priorities among respondents

The percentages of respondents that cBiggeficant challenge and Major challenge were then
combined and compared to responses from the 2014 Simaexerage, 47.4% of respondents
choseSignificant challengeMajor challenge to this series of itéms97006 1,024)compared to
42.6% ire014 0= unknown) indicating a 4.8% increase in the average nunfigndfcant and

Major challenge selections for Maintenance and Managemenigsutesns actually decreased
from 2014 to 201The percentage of respondents selecting Signifidéagoorchallenge for

Creating new park and recreation facilities decreas&® f&%tmin 2014 to 70.3% in 2048hough

it remained the top responsdiile the percent that selected these optiohsifde of acreage or
suitable sites for new parks ande@&iton facilities decreased 1% in 2014 t0 40.3% in 2019.

All other items increased from 2014 to 20h6.largest increases were seen in Maintaining existing
local parks in the community, which increased from 46.6% in 2014 to 61.1% in Zxd@damy
inclusive programs and facilities for persons with disabilities, which increased from 37.4% in 2014 to
49.8% in 201% should be noted thaearly twethirds of respondents indicated tBegating and
enhancing trail access and connectixatyssignificant or Major problem, landing it in the second
highest position.

The figures on the following pages depiets pondent sd i ndi cations of
maintenance and management issues are for their local governments or agbacmsa@arison

of corresponding Significant challenge and Major challenge responses between the 2014 and 2019
surveys.
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Figure 29. Maintenance and Management Challenges

Please specify the degree to which the following issues are challenges

or concerns for your local government or agency: Maintenance &
Management Issues

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0%  40.0% 50.0%

10.0%

. - - - oo 19.7%
Creating new park and recreation facilities (n =99 33.6%
I, 36.6%6

10.0%

Creating and enhancing trail access and connectivity (n = _ 26.4%
38.5%

I 25.2%

30.9%

Lack of acreage or suitable sites for new parks and recrea (Sl NN 23.8%

facilities (n = 1,005) 17.8%

I 22.5%

9.5%

Maintaining existing local parks in the community (n = 1 0_ 29.4%
' 35.8%
I 25.3%

9.8%
Providing inclusive programs and facilities for persons will NN /0 .4%
disabilities (n = 984) 34.8%
I 15.0%
14.7%

Determining how to best provide services to different use
: 43.4%
groups and to manage different uses of the same parks (exg% 31.4%

hiking vs. organized sports vs. nature programs; n = 982_ 10.6%

20.1%
0,
Ensuring public safety in parks and recreation areas (n = 1,* 48.0%
N s5%
31.7%
: ” - _ _ 47.8%
Complaints from citizens about park conditions (n = 1,0 15 3%
B 2%

Not a challenge m Minor challenge Significant challenge ® Major challenge
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Figure 30. Maintenance and Management Challenge®y Survey Year

Please specify the degree to which the following issues are challenges
or concerns for your local government or agency: Significant / Major
Challenge Percent, Maintenance & Management Issues, By Survey Year

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0%

. i I 70.3%
Creating new park and recreation facilities
75.2%
. . . . 63.6%
Creating and enhancing trail access and connecti °
57.2%
R _ . . 61.1%
Maintaining existing local parks in the communi P
46.6%

Providing inclusive programs and facilities for persons V_ 49.8%
disabiltes I 7%

Determining how to best provide services to different us
} 42.0%
groups and to manage different uses of the same parks ( b
hiking vs. organized sports vs. nature programs) 32.4%

Lack of acreage or suitable sites for new parks and recrea_ 40.3%
facilies I 5.1

. ' . . 31.9%
Ensuring public safety in parks and recreation ar
25.3%
. . . 20.5%
Complaints from citizens about park conditio 0.5%
18.3%

m 2019 (n=970- 1,024) m 2014 (n = unknown)

Looking at the various challenges faced by their local governments or agencies when providing park
and recreation facilities and services by positiomtypeerage, 47.1% of Directors 1950
202)saidhattheMaintenance arManagemenssues were a Significant challenge or Major

challenge, as compare®@7% oElected Officialén=3780357), 48.2% of those with Other
positionsif= 1698 182), and just 42.9%Aybpointed Officialén= 2538 281) Although

Directors tended to hawaehigher proportion of members that rated these items as Significant or

Major challenge8ppointed Officialsvere equally likely say thabetermining how to best

provide services to different user groups and to manage different uses of the saasegarks
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Significant or Major challenge (Direet87.7% Appointed Officials 37.9%). Similarlgespite

the fact thaElected Officialkad higher overall percentages rating Maintenance and Management
Issues as Significant or Major challenges, Direetersqually likely to say thatk of acreage or
suitable sites for new parks and recreation fa¢iiestors = 43.9%lected Officials 43.8%)
andMaintaining existing local parks in the comm(itgctors = 61.5%lected Officials

61.3%) wer8ignificant or Major challenges, as seenin the next table.

Table 8. Maintenance and Management Challenge®y Position Type
Please specify the degree to which the following issues atteadlenges or concerns for your local
government or agencyy indicating whether each is Not a challenge, a Minor challenge, a Significant
challenge, or a Major challengeTotal Percent for Significant/Major Challenge Combined,

by Position Type
Maintenance / Directors Appointed Officials = Elected Officials Other

Management Issues (n=195-202) (n=248-288) (n=347-357) (n=169-182)
Creating new park and 69.5% 64.9% 73.7% 72.6%
recreation facilities
Creating and enhancing trail

58.5% 55.6% 67.4% 72.8%

access armbnnectivity

Lack of acreage or suitable

sites for new parks and 43.9% 38.6% 43.8% 31.8%
recreation facilities
Maintaining existing local pal
in the community

Providing inclusive programs
andfacilities for persons with 51.0% 43.1% 55.7% 47.3%
disabilities

Determining how to best
provide services to different
user groups and to manage
different uses of the same
parks (e.g., hiking vs. organi:
sports vs. nature programs)
Ensuring public safety in parl
and recreation areas
Complaints from citizens
about park conditions

61.5% 58.3% 61.3% 64.8%

37.7% 37.9% 46.7% 434%

34.2% 28.5% 34.7% 29.2%

20.4% 16.5% 22.3% 23.6%

Looking at the siz®f populations serveadn average, respondents senésgthan 5,000 residents

saw similar proportions saying that Maintenance and Management Issues were a Significant or Major
challenge (46.8%5s 38238429) to both those serving populations with 5,000 to 24,999 residents
(47.5%n=3660379) and 25,000 residents or more (42%900 202) However, looking at
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individual items suggests that ths@s®ing populations of 25,000 or more fadéetent challenges
than those serving smaller populatidigher proportions ahesaespondentsatedCreating and
enhancing trail access and connects#$ignificant or Major challenge (72.8#@Determining

how to best provide services toaléint user groups and to manage different uses of the same parks
(47.2%}han those serving populations of less than 5,000 @&&d638.8%, respectijely fact,
Creating and enhancing trail access and connectivity was identified as the biggest challeng
by those serving populations of 25,000 or morda.additionmore ofthose serving populations

of 25,000 or morsawMaintaining existing local parks in the commasitySignificant or Major
challenge (67.0%) than those serving populations of 5230996%6.26). Conversely, fewer
respondents who served ptations of 25,000 or more slaack of acreage or suitable sites for new
parks and recreation facilitssa Significant or Major problem (31.8%) than those serving
populations of less than 5,J@0.8%) and 5,000 to 24,999 (44.5%), as seen in the next table.

Table 9. Maintenance and Management Challenge®y Population SizeServed
Please specify the degree to which the following issues ateadlenges or concerns for your
local government or agencyy indicating whether each is Not a challenge, a Minor
challenge, a Significant challenge, or a Major challenge: Total Percent for

Significant/Major Challenge Combined,by Population Size Served

Maintenance / Lessthan 5,00C 5,000to0 24,999 25,000 or more
Management Issues (n=382-429) (n=366-379) (n=190- 202)
Crela.lt.mg new park and recreatior 68.5% 73.9% 68.7%
facilities

Creating and enhancing trail acct
and connectivity

Lack of acreage or suitable sites
new parks and recreation facilitie
Maintaining existing local parks it
the community

Providing inclusive programs anc
facilities for persons with disabilit
Determining how to best provide
services to different user groups
and to manage different uses of
same parks (e.g., hiking vs.
organized sports vs. nature
progams)

Ensuring public safety in parks al
recreation areas

Complaints from citizens about
park conditions

58.6% 63.4% 72.8%
41.8% 44.5% 31.8%
63.1% 56.2% 67.0%

51.1% 49.3% 47.9%

37.8% 44.5% 47.2%

31.9% 31.4% 34.0%

21.4% 16.8% 24.4%
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Emerging Trends Challenges

All respondents were then asked to indicate wheilhensemerging trendshallenges faced by

their local governments or agencies were Not a challenge, a Minor challenge, a Significant challenge,
or a Major challengeooking at just those who rated items as a Major challenge, top responses
includedAddressing the lack of youth engagement in outdoor recréi8idfon= 989) Keeping

up with technological chan@&6.5%n= 999),Providing park and recreation facilities/services

that meet the needs of individuals with disab{litte6%n= 1,005)Responding to emerging or

new types of outdoor recreation activitl&s5%n= 986), and Improving public health through

outdoor recreation (12.0%6; 986).ltems with the highest proportions of respondewtisating

that the trends were Natchallenge included Decline in team sports (49-0944) and Adapting

to a more ethnically/racially diverse population (3709&5).

The percentages of respondents that chose Significant challenge and Major challenge were then
combined and compd to responses from the 2014 survey. On average, 44.2% of respondents
chose Significant challeng®ajor challenge to this series of items 94446 1,005), compared to

34.7% in 2014r{= unknown), indicatinglarged.5% increase in the average number of Significant
and Major challenge selection&foerging TrendissuesThis suggests that the items identified as
emerging trends were found to be larger challenges, on average, than in the 20hissurvey.
change wagiden bytheNeed to adapt to an aging population, which increased from 23.9% of
respondents who identified it as a Significant or Major challenge in 2014 to 49.2% who said so in
2019. This 25.3% increase clearly indicatebithigtan emerging probldon respondent®bout

half of respondeniadicated thaResponding to emerging or new types of outdoor recreation
activitieg54.6%)Providing park and recreation facilities/services that meet the needs of individuals
with disabilitie€53.4%)Addressig the lack of youth engagement in outdoor recrg¢afiddto),
Improving public health through outdoor recregd@8%)andAdapting to an aging population
(49.2%) were Significant or Major problems in the 2019 survey.

The figuresonthleol | owi ng pages depict respondentsd in
emerging trends issues are for their local governments or agencies and the comparison of
corresponding Significant challenge and Major challenge responses between the 2014 and 2019
surveys.
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Figure 31 Emerging Trend Challenges

Please specify the degree to which the following issues are
challenges or concerns for your local government or agency:
Emerging Trends

0.0% 5.0% 10.0%15.0%20.0%25.0%30.0%35.0%40.09645.0%

10.8%
Responding to emerging or new types of outdoor G 3. 7%

recreation activities (e.g., dog parks, pickleball; n = 986; 39.0%
15.5%

16.1%

Addressing the lack of youth engagement in outd o 32.1%
recreation (n = 989) 33.8%

I 18.1%

8.4%

Providing park and recreation facilities/services that me il NG 332%
the needs of individuals with disabilities (n = 1,005) 37.8%

I 15.6%

Promoting green infrastructure at parks (e.g., nativ; 16.2% d
landscaping, grow zones, tree planting, sustainab—gzg% 39.6%
design; n =990) B 11.9% '
11.5%
Keeping up with technological changes (e.g., social medillE  40.7%
new software, new forms of communication; n = 999) 31.2%
I 16.5%
10.6%
Improving public health (e.g., physical activity, men I 39.6%
health) through outdoor recreation (n = 986) 37.8%

I 12.0%

40.0%

. _ o4/ 3%
Decline in team sports (n = 944 17.4%

I 9.2%

11.3%

: - - - — 39.5%
Adapting to an aging population (n = 1,00 36.4%
I 12.8%

37.0%

Adapting to a more ethnically/racially diverse populatidiii . 2 .3%
(n = 955) 14.8%
I 6.0%

Not a challenge ® Minor challenge Significant challenge ® Major challenge
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